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Abstract 
Management could increase motivation of working categories after identifications the right order in motives the 
people have. We used to compare the same motives at different categories (non-working, working in private or public 
organizations).There is a pattern in motivation because some motives are not different in hierarchy, but also are some 
minor differences between investigated categories. Motivation becomes force for institutions which would know how 
to develop it, especially in the context of economical ambiguity. Managers should have awareness of the preference 
of people. Even in a non-economical developed economy the financial motivation not come always on first place. 
© 2011 Published by Elsevier Ltd. Selection and peer-review under responsibility of PSIWORLD 2011 
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1. Introduction 
Motivation represents one of the central problems of the organization because relationship between 
organization and work force is extremely important. It is guided by the motives which are withholded by 
employees and by what is the force which energize him toward professional work.  
In the present context, when economical societies are crossing a profound economical crises keeping 
the best employees you have, without motivating them only financially, but also through another types of 
motivations. 
2. Theoretical considerations 
Conform Iqbal and Mehri (2011) “The existing literature supports the view that the sensitivity of 
employee motivation and job security level magnifies during economic downturn”. At his turn Gustin has 
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following remark: “when employees are worried about benefits, their motivation can suffer, resulting in 
lower levels of performance and productivity” (Gustin, 2009). Creech (1995) observe that “responsibility 
denotes a feeling that a person has toward the job, through a commitment that stems from a possessory 
interest in some aspect of that job”.  
These are the arguments for the obvious fact that the efficiency of the organizations depends on how 
much effort is willing to give an employee for achieve the personal and organizational objectives. 
However, the competition is tough between the organizations who want to keep their best employees 
without losing them in favor of the competitor. Keeping in attention the context of economical crises, 
knowledge of dynamics of motivation become an element of direct predictability of organizational 
success. 
Many perspectives are in specialty literature regarding the motives which make people to choose a job, 
to keep it and to develop a dimension of loyalty towards organization. We can exemplify: 
Kline survey (2001) asked managers to rank ten factors in order of importance (with 1 being the most 
important and 10 the least important) based on what they thought their employees feel are the most 
important to them. The ten factors were a feeling of being in on things, job security, interesting work, 
personal loyalty to employees, tactful disciplining, good working conditions, promotions and growth in 
the company, good wages, sympathetic help on personal problems and full appreciation of work done. 
Joseph & Chang (Iqbal and Mehri, 2011) that "interesting work; good pay; full appreciation of work 
done and job security are outstanding drivers for employee motivation". Employees will feel highly 
affiliated and try to be the part of their organization if their organization is providing them secure and 
long term job opportunities. 
For Lehman four such categories include: personal regard, communication, participation, and 
recognition (Lehman apud Skemp-Arlt, Toupence, 2007).  
For Fried the list include: needs of the employee, work environment, responsibilities, supervision, 
fairness and equity, effort, employees development, feedback (Ramlall, S., p. 52) 
D. Elizur (apud Corbett, 1994) realized a cross-cultural research in the following countries (USA, 
United Kindom, German, Holland, Taiwan, Korea, Hungary, and China). He put the subjects to make an 
hierarchy with the factors who influence their work motivation (1 – the most important factor, 10- the 
least important factor).   As it is shown the results a significant different in some cultural environments: 
Table 1. Motives in some different societies, research of D. Elizur (Pâniúoară, 2006) 
USA UK Germany Holland Taiwan Korea Hungary China 
Interesting work 1 2 1 1 2 3 6 5
Accomplishments 2 6 7 2 1 1 2 1
Advancement in career 3 7 10 6 4 7 10 6
Personal recognition (self esteem) 4 5 9 9 3 9 7 3
Abilities used at work (properly) 5 4 6 6 8 4 5 2
Autonomy at work 6 9 5 4 7 10 9 4
Security of the job 7 8 4 8 5 2 8 10 
Good manager (attentive and correct) 8 10 3 7 6 6 1 7
Good income 9 3 8 10 10 8 4 9
Good colleagues (agreeability) 10 1 2 3 9 5 3 8
Of course any manager should consider very important the knowledge of dynamics of motivation for 
work. Many times they make an usual mistake – reporting the own choices to then potential choices of 
employees they lead. As Kline (2001) conclude ”managers seem to place more importance on career 
issues (good wages, job security and promotions) as motivational factors, while employees place more 
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importance on personal issues (appreciation, inclusion/shared information and help on personal problems) 
as motivational factors.  
3. Presentation of research  
The main objectives of the research are identifying the motivation of different population in Romania, 
the hierarchy of main motives of the investigated population. Also we try to identify the differences of 
motivation between the specific groups of subjects (non-workers, working in public institutions and 
working in private institutions). 
We used the list of factors of D. Elizur, based on main motivational theories in the field (McClelland, 
Alderfer). There are motives of achievement, affiliation, power, and existence, growth (personal and 
professional growth). The subjects who answer to the questionnaires are 100 non-workers, 100 working 
in private institutions, 100 working in public institutions. 
We used SPSS analysis – normality tests Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk. We used ANOVA 
test and option Kruskal-Wallis. 
In the first analysis, we established what motives drives every lot of subjects. The subjects who had no 
job ever preferred the motives in the following order: 
Table 2. Descriptive of hierarchy of the factors, according to all different population 
Rank of the motives Non-working subjects Private institutions ‘employees Public institutions’ employees 
1. interesting work interesting work interesting work 
2. good incomes recognition accomplishments 
3. accomplishments accomplishments recognition 
4. recognitions good managers using abilities 
5. using abilities good incomes safety of the jobs 
6. promotions using abilities good incomes 
7. safety of the jobs promotions good manager 
8. autonomy good colleagues autonomy 
9. colleagues autonomy good colleagues 
10. good managers safety of the job promotions 
Because  the  samples  of  the  two  groups  are  equal  (N=100),  the  distribution  of  the  values  for  each  
compared group is normal (asymmetries vary in the same direction) and the homogeneity of dispersion at 
the level of each group is equal (the values of the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test, sig  0.001) so we have all 
the conditions to apply ANOVA test. 
Analyzing the groups media we can observe that interesting work, achievements, promotion, self-
esteem, using abilities, work autonomy, job security, a good manager and good colleagues are no so  
important for subjects without work experience (the values are smaller than in other media-lots) than in 
case of those who work for the state or in the private sector.  Incomes are more important for those 
without experience (m=4.95) that for those who work in private (m=5.77) or for the state (m=5,64) – in 
the option of subjects 1 means the most important and 10 – least important. 
Levene Test indicate an equal dispersion between groups (in all the cases p> 0.05, but in case of the 
number two variable, p=0.045). 
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Table 3. Results from ANOVA analysis of the ten factors of motivation between the three populations of subjects  
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
VAR1 Between Groups 36.167 2 18.083 1.415 .244 
Within Groups 3794.620 297 12.776 
Total 3830.787 299
VAR2 Between Groups 81.807 2 40.903 2.778 .064 
Within Groups 4372.940 297 14.724 
Total 4454.747 299
VAR3 Between Groups 50.640 2 25.320 1.674 .189 
Within Groups 4491.530 297 15.123 
Total 4542.170 299
VAR4 Between Groups 31.740 2 15.870 1.046 .353 
Within Groups 4506.380 297 15.173 
Total 4538.120 299
VAR5 Between Groups 49.887 2 24.943 1.812 .165 
Within Groups 4087.500 297 13.763 
Total 4137.387 299
VAR6 Between Groups 99.060 2 49.530 2006 .136 
Within Groups 7331.940 297 24.687 
Total 7431.000 299
VAR7 Between Groups 70.127 2 35.063 1755 .175 
Within Groups 5933.620 297 19.979 
Total 6003.747 299
VAR8 Between Groups 260.527 2 130.263 5.701 .004 
Within Groups 6786.220 297 22.849 
Total 7046.747 299
VAR9 Between Groups 38.847 2 19.423 1.542 .216 
Within Groups 3741.500 297 12.598 
Total 3780.347 299
VAR10 Between Groups 172.140 2 86.070 3.099 .047 
Within Groups 8247.630 297 27.770 
Total 8419.770 299
Analyzing ANOVA table we can conclude that there is no significant statistical difference between  
groups in case of  variables interesting work, achievements, promotion, self-esteem, using abilities, work 
autonomy, job security and incomes variables (sig. value   0.05). Also there is a statistical significant 
difference between groups in case of “good manager” and “good colleagues” variables.( sig1= 0.004 and 
sig2= 0.47, sig  0.05). 
From post hoc analyze we can observe that “good manager “variable is significant different for the 
subjects without experience in contradistinction to those that work in the private sector. (Sig=0.003) and 
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is no statistical significant difference from those that work in the state sector.(p=0.063). Also, there it’s a 
significant difference for the “good colleagues“ variable between the same  two media. (p=0.049). 
From the non-parametric test results for variables interesting work (p=0,015  0.05), achievements 
(p=0.03), promotion (p=0.001), good manager (p=0, 001), incomes (p=0,006) and good colleagues 
(p=0,006) it is rejected the null hypothesis and we can say that there is statistical significant differences 
based on working environment. In the same analysis we establish for variables self-esteem, using 
abilities, work autonomy, job security there’s no significant differences based on working environment. 
4. Conclusions 
We agree with Tobias which has the remark that “there can be no hierarchy of success in ‘motivational 
drivers’ (i.e. status, power, altruism, affinity, acquisition, etc.) as the individual’s psychological pattern is 
complex and constantly evolving” (2006). 
A problem which confronted us was the role and place of “income” in this hierarchy. We must 
consider what Gerhart get evidence studying specialty literature: when people are asked directly about the 
importance of pay, people tend to give it answers that place somewhere around fifth (range = second to 
eighth) in lists of potential motivators. In contrast, meta-analytic studies of actual behaviors in response to 
motivational initiatives (second column) nearly always show pay to be the most effective motivator 
(Gerhart, 2005).  
It is important that “interesting work” take the first place in all three analyzed population. This put 
Romania in the same equilibrium of options like USA, Germany, Holland (in Elizur research) (see 
Corbett, 1994). The population with “no work experience” place in the last position “good manager” 
option which shows that lack of experience did not given information about the importance of the 
manager  in  work  place.  “Job  security”  is  in  the  last  place  for  population  who  work  in  private  sector,  
which is more dynamic and in permanent restructuration. In the last case we can put accent on option 
“promotion” – being on last position for the subjects from public sector. In this sector this option is not in 
the control of the subject, with strict regulation and conditions but also in subjectivity of some factors.  
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